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Switch Cost Per Line Detail
SWitching Comparison, using FCC volumes as standard

Lieberman Exh. A-1

Element

Local Switching Rate, per MOU

VT NY-Ordered

1 Originating
2 Terminating

3 Sianaling per Message

4 Common Trunk Port per MOU

Originating
Terminating

Common Trunk Port+Signaling
5 Total Switching Usage Cost, per line per month

6 Une Side Port rate, per line per month
Total Switching Cost (od DUF), per line per month

$0.004003 $0.001147
0.004003 __0.001111

Included in
Switching Included in

cote Switching rate

0.COO287 0.COO371

$5.54 $1.59
5.54 1.15
0.60 0.77
11.68 3.51

$1.03 $2.77
$12.71 -$6.28

Notes/Sources:
1 Statewide average originating Local switching minutes of use rate exclusjve of EO trunk port rate.
2 Statewide average terminating Local switching minutes of use rate exclusive of EO trunk port rate.
3 Signaling rate per message not a separate UNE-P rate element
4 End Office Common Trunk Port rate per MOU -- applied to interoffice volumes
5 Per table above, uses usage assumptions drawn from R:C PA 271 Order
6 Line port rate appropr'late for UNE-P. For NY reflects 20 cents of estimated per line feature charge.



State of Vermont
SGAT Rates

Analog Line Port, per port per month

EO Switching Originating

Local Switch - Common Trunk Port

Tandem Switching Usage

Reciprocal Compensation I End Office Termination

Tandem Switch - Common Trunk Port

Tandem Transport

Lieberman Exh. A-2

Rates Reference

$1.03 "Analog Line Port per port" monthly rate from SGAT Section 5.6.1.7(A).
Page 5-95, July 27, 2000.

$0.004003 "Unbundled Local Switching per MOU" AHD Rate from SGAT Section
5.6.1.7(H). Page 5-100, April 4, 2000.

$0.000287 "Digital Dedicated Trunk Port (Shared) per MOU" AHD Rate from SGAT
Section 5.6.1.7(D). Page 5-98, June 2, 2000.

$0.000921 "Tandem Trunk Port per MOU" AHD Rate from SGAT Section 5.4.4.
Page 5-38, July 27, 2000.

$0.004290 • "Unbundled Local Switching per MOU" AHD Rate from SGAT Section
5.6.1.7(H). Page 5-100, April 4, 2000.

$0.000294 "Tandem Trunk Port per MOU" AHD Rate from SGAT Section 5.4.4.
Page 5-38, July 27, 2000.

$0.000630 "Unbundled Common Transport per MOU" AHD Rate from SGAT Section
5.6.1.7(H). Page 5-100, April 4, 2000.

• Note that this value combines the EO Switching rate and the local Switch - Common Trunk Port



State of New York
PSC Staff Preliminary Estimate of UNE Rates
per Commission Decision, Case 98-C-1357.

Digital Line Port, per port per month

EO Switching Originating
EO Switching Terminating
Local Switch - Common Trunk Port, AHD
Common Transport
Tandem Switching Usage, AHD

Tandem Switch - Common Trunk Port

Rates

$2.57

$0.001147
$0.001111
$0.000371
$0.000203
$0.000481

$0.000570

Lieberman Exh. A-3

Reference

"Local Switching," Appendix C, Schedule 2, Page 6 of 25.

"Local Switch Usage," Appendix C, Schedule 2, Page 7 of 25.
"Local Switch Usage," Appendix C, Schedule 2, Page 7 of 25.
"Local Switch Usage," Appendix C, Schedule 2, Page 7 of 25.
"Local Switch Usage," Appendix C, Schedule 2, Page 7 of 25.
"Tandem and TOPS Usage (shared)," Appendix C, Schedule 2, Page 7 of
25.
"Tandem and TOPS Usage (shared)," Appendix C, Schedule 2, Page 7 of
25.

Notes:

1 NY PSC issued Excel File, "rev2app_sch 1_rates.xls."
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switches described, under the contracts currently in effect.'82 In effect, it was an effort to

determine what the contractual discount is in a particular context, not to replace that dis-

count with another. 583

E. VERIWN USED AN APPROPRIATE METHODOLOGY TO DETERMINE

MATERIAL COSTS FOR INDIVIDUAL SWITCH COMPONENTS

As noted above, the discounted material investments for local switching were

broken into three components: line ports, trunk ports, and usage. This assignment Pro9-

ess was carried out by SCIS itself, based on engineering rules reflecting fundamental

principles of cost causation. Here we discuss various issues that have been raised con-

ceming the manner in which Verizon calculated each ofthe three rate elements. None of

the criticisms is valid, and Verizon's rates should be adopted by the Commission.

I. Ports

The AT&T Panel and Dr. Ford both attack Verizon for setting separate analog line

port rates.'84 Both argue that H ••• under the forward-looking network construct, the rates

CLECs pay for UNE-P must be based solely on digital- not analog -line ports."

Verizon agrees that if a CLEC purchases UNE-P, the CLEC would purchase a digital port

and link. However, if a CLEC purchases only ports, then the CLEC has two options. It

can either purchase a GR303 interface, which will provide the CLEC with the ability to

582 Tr. 3474-75.

583 We have recently learned that Verizon's switch procurement contract with Nortel was amended effective
on or about January 1,2001. We do not believe that this requires any modification to the cost studies. It
is simply the nature of such studies that cost inputs will change in the months during which the proceeding
is being litigated, and this Commission has already recognized that piecemeal revisions to studies should
be avoided.

584 Tr. 1758 n.38, 4511-12. Verizon's port pricing approach is discussed atTr. 2528-30.
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serve 72 DSO ports, or it can purchase individual analog ports, at the analog port rate.

The interface over which the CLEC chooses to connect to Verizon' s switch will dictate

whether the analog port charge, or the GR303 port charge, applies.5ss This issue has al

ready been discussed in the context ofDSO and DSI-level interfaces with Verizon's

!OOpS.586

2. Port Additives

The incremental hardware investments associated with optional features ("port

additives") were determined by running each feature through SCIS/IN. SCIS/IN is the

module of SCIS that calculates incremental investments associated with specific features

of the switch. The material investments were converted to total in-place investments by

the use ofloading factors for power, EI&F, and L&B as previously described.587

AT&T argues that since a CLEC that purchases UNE-P pays for every minute of

use ("MOU") on the line, Verizon's separate and additional Centrex and intercom usage

and Circuit Switched Voice port additive would result in double recovery for those min

utes that are intra-Centrex calls.'"" AT&T is wrong. These types of calls require four

digit dialing and are not recorded by the switch. If these types ofMOUs are not recorded,

then the CLEC will not be billed for them. The only way for Verizon to recover the cost

585 Tr. 3479-80.

5"' See Section IV(A)(I), above.

587 Tr. 2536.

588 Tr. 1758-59.
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of these types of MOUs is within the monthly charge for the features using them. There

is no double recovery.589

AT&T also criticizes Verizon concerning the alleged lack of support for various

SCIS inputs used to develop the feature port additives.590 SCIS/IN does require usage es

timates of usage levels for each feature. In most cases, the usage characteristics offea

tures do not affect the cost dramatically; however, AT&T criticizes a few that do, in order

to undennine all the feature usage inputs. However there is no valid basis for challenging

the estimates used by Verizon. They were based on the judgment of the product manager,

who, with over 25 years experience, is by far the most person most familiar with Veri

zon's customer feature usage. Furthennore, Verizon believes that all the various feature

inputs used fall within reasonable ranges. AT&T offers no evidence that Verizon's inputs

do not represent actual feature usage characteristics associated with New York end us-

ers.591

AT&T's criticism ofVerizon's estimate of 0.5 busy hour CCS per line for the in

tercom feature is no better founded. 592 An input of 0.5 Busy Hour CCS per line translates

to a customer using the intercom once during the busy hour (per day) for a duration of 50

seconds. Or it could translate into a customer making a total of two intercom calls during

the busy hour (per day), that each last 25 seconds. AT&T portrays this input as being un-

559 Tr. 3482.

59U Tr. 1760.

'" Tr. 3482-83.

5<)2 ld.
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reasonable; however, when it is translated into real feature usage, the value is highly con-

servative.593

Other AT&T criticisms of the port additive inputs and studies are addressed and

refuted in Verizon' s rebuttal testimony.'Q4

3. Usage

The approach used by Verizon to develop per-minute local switch usage charges

is described in Verizon's initial testimony.595

Z-Tel witness Joseph Gillan contends that the cost of the local switch should be

recovered exclusively through monthly recurring usage port charges. 5% AT&T makes a

similar proposal. 597 Mr. Gillan relies in part on the FCC's statement that:

[A] carrier that purchases the unbundled local switching element to
service an end user effectively obtains the exclusive right to provide
all features, functions and capabilities of the switch, including
switching for exchange access and local exchange service, for that
end user.

However, this statement addresses the functionalities that a CLEC is entitled to

receive when it purchases local switching. It says nothing at all about whether the costs

associated with those functionalities are fixed or usage-sensitive, or what rate structure

should be imposed to recover those costs. Moreover, the Local Competition Order spe-

5'3 Tr. 3483.

504 See Tr. 3484.

595 Tr. 2530-35.

S96 Tr. 4492~97.

597 Tr. 1775-77.
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cifically permits the per minute of use charges for local switching. Paragraph 810 of that

order states:

We conclude that a combination of a flat-rated charge for line ports,
which are dedicated to a single entrant, and either a flat-rate or per
minute usage charge for the switching matrix and for trunk ports,
which constitute shared facilities, best reflects the way costs for un
bundled local switching are incurred and is therefore reasonable.
We find that there is an insufficient basis in the record to conclude
that we should require two flat rates for unbundled local switching
charges as proposed by Sprint.

The AT&T/Z-Tel proposal is troublesome from the rate policy perspective as

well. Charging every customer the same monthly charge for switching, regardless of how

much of the switch resources (i.e., usage) cach customer utilizes, goes against basic cost-

causation principles and could artificially drive up the actual level ofusage, resulting in

an under-recovery of switching investments for Verizon and congestion in Verizon's

switching network. Z-Tel and AT&T are proposing exactly what the Commission has

always taken much care to avoid; having the low-usage residential customers support the

high-usage business customers. From the standpoint of an efficient economic outcome,

the cost causer should pay for the resources required by its demand. Charging customers

for each minute they utilize the network drives good usage behavior. Lifting this charge

would certainly have a negative impact on the network. 598

AT&T also opposes assigning costs to usage on the grounds that allocating fixed

costs to rapidly growing MOD will result in over-recovery ofVerizon's costs. lnterest-

ingly, this position is inconsistent with the onc that it took in Phase 3 of Case 95-C-0657.

S'l~ Tr. 3485-86.
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Cost Adjusted Total Switch Rates
FCC Volumes

Lieberman Exh. A-5

Company

vz

State

VT

VZ NY-Drdered $6.28 102%

Company State S.Wit<:h Related VT VZ inv
Investment per Relative to
flne sYN MOD· NY

vz

--vz 1

VT

NY-Drdered I

$195.75

$145.59

0%

34%

Company

vz

State

VT

NY.ordered



Expected Cost per Line For Per Line Features
NY Ordered Rates

Per Line Rate TNS Penetration Rate Expected
Per Line Features Cost Per Line

Three-way Calling $ 0.231973 12.6% $ 0.03

Remote Call Forwarding $ 0.949220 0.0% $
Calling Number Delivery $ 0.054738 $
Calling Number & Name $ 0.163992 30.7% $ 0.05

Call Waiting Display Number $ - $
Call Waiting Display Name $ - $
Anonymous Call Rejection $ 0.060112 $
Automatic Recall (Call Return) $ 0.332041 33.2% $ 0.11

$ 0.19

Note: Have assumed that all caller ID is the more expensive name and number.
As this is market research data, it is very likely that the call return response will have been upwardly influenced
by some per call use rather than just monthly feature charges - thus the 11 cents is an overestimate.
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FCC SynMod Cost Comparison
Vermont vs NY Cost per Line

Per Line Per month 1"10 UIfi:vT

Total Cost Cost vs NY

NY VT NY VT
End office switching + Signaling

End office sWitching $ 414,817,476 $ 13,500,854 $ 3.20 $ 3.56 11%
Signaling network elements $ 15,319,166 $ 1,153,095 $ 0.12 $ 0.30 158%

Total $ 430,136,642 $ 14,653,949 $ 3.32 $ 3.87 17%

Transport Network Elements

Common Transport $ 27,292,541 $ 6,026,992 $ 0.21 $ 1.59 656%
Tandem switch $ 6,008,386 $ 513,844 $ 0.05 $ 0.14 193%

Total $ 33,300,927 $ 6,540,836 $ 0.26 $ 1.73 573%

Switched Lines 10,808,322 315,612

UNE Platform Non Loop $ 463,437,569 $ 21,194,786 $ 3.57 $ 5.60 57%

Lieberman Exh. A-7

1 NY T n nOlo bitt: VT
VT Per Line Investment vs NY

Switch +Signaling Investment $ 1,573,533,226 $ 61,781,555 $145.59 $ -195.7534%



Cost Adjusted Total Switch Rates
FCC Volumes

Lieberman Exh. A-8

Company

VZ

VZ

State

VT

NY-Qrdered

I

I

$12.71 0%

102%

Company State ~~; IF: VT VZ Cost
~!' ,~....;~ Relative to

ii NY
'iii

VZ VT $3.87 0%

~~VZ -J NY-Qrdiij-ed I $3.32 17%

Company

VZ

State

VT

VZ I --i\lY-Qrdered
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Time Trend Analysis of Net Switch Investment per OEM
2000 vs 1996 Estimate

2000 vs 1992 2000 vs 1992 Overall growth 1996
YZ·VT 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 Overall Growth CAGR Growth to 2001
Total DEM (Millions) 3,382 3,817 3,817 4,825 5,431 6,182 7,033 7,989 9,123 170% 13.2% 68% 96%
Total CO Switch EOP Gross Plant ($Ml 140,991 148,743 155,670 161,620 163,749 166,001 175,039 182,874 192,167
Est Total CO Switch EOP Net Plant ($MJ 89,973 91,942 95,673 95,888 96,362 96,850 99,670 97,977 96,253 7% 0.8% 0% 2%

Net Switch Inv per OEM $ 0,02660 $ 0,02409 $ 0.02507 $ 001987 $ 0.01774 $ 0.01567 $ 0,01417 $ 0.01226 $ 0.01055 -60% -10,9% -41% -61%

2000 vs 1996 Estimate
2000 vs 1992 2000 vs 1992 Overall growth 1996

VZ NET· Total 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 Overall Growth CAGR Growth to 2001
Total OEM (Millions) 91,625 103,063 103,882 110,574 116,588 130,239 144,423 155,011 165,410 81% 7,7% 42% ,...
Total CO Switch EOP Gross Plant ($M) 2,349,161 2,407,420 2,510,281 2,566,168 2,606,365 2,765,941 3,018,570 3,195,079 3,308,842
cO SWitch Depreciation Reserve 850,046 919,337 967,483 1,043,672 1,072,584 1,152,201 1,299,752 1,483,272 1,651,503
CO Switch Reserve Ratio 36% 38% 39% 41% 41% 42% 43% 46% 50%
Total CO Switch EOP Net Plant {$Mj} 1,499,115 1,488,083 1,542,798 1,522,496 1,533,781 1,613,740 1,718,818 1,711,807 1,657,339 11% 1.3% 8% 11%

Net Switch Inv per OEM $ 0.0164 $ 0.0144 $ 0.0149 $ 0,0138 $ 0.0132 $ 0.0124 $ 0.0119 $ 0.0110 $ 0,0100 -39% -5.9% -24% .,'3,.

Source: VT data from ARMIS 43-03 and 43-08, NET data is from ARMiS 43-02 and 43-08



Lieberman Exh. A-1 0

Time Trend Analysis of Cable and Wire Net Investment per Line
2000 vs 1992 2000 vs 1996 Estimate

Overall 2000 vs 1992 Overall growth 1996
VZ-VT 1992 1993 1994 1995 199. 1997 1998 1999 2000 Growth CAGR Growth to 2002
Total Access lines 287,809 300,269 312,417 328,910 353,152 365,755 369,390 386,417 433,226 51%
Gable & Wire Facilities (eoy) 339,159 358,888 375,790 390,315 405,499 418,808 435,863 452,236 468,119
Estimated Net C&W Plant 199,942 201,024 197,599 192,154 190,125 187,524 186,022 182,392 177,822 -11%

Net C&W Plant per tot line $ 694.70 $ 669.48 $ 632.49 $ 584.22 $ 538.37 $ 512.70 $ 503,59 $ 472,01 $ 410.46 -41% -5.7% -24% -35%

VZ NET - Total 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1996 1999 200.
Total Access lines 5,823,951 6,054,777 6,290,296 6,628,111 7,071,906 7,456,098 7,822,334 8,319,859 9,423,434 .2%
Cable & Wire Facilities (eoy) 4,767,617 5,034,111 5,254,102 5,462,057 5,687,163 5,931,188 6,180,856 6,405,185 6,568,670
Acumulated Depreciation 1,956,994 2,214,347 2,491,369 2,773,053 3,020,640 3,275,457 3,542,927 3,821,899 4,073,465
Net C&WF Plant 2,810,623 2,819,764 2,762,733 2,689,004 2,666,523 2,655,731 2,637,929 2,583,286 2,495,205 -11%
C&W Depreciation Reserve 41% 44% 47% 51% 53% 55% 57% 60% 62%

Net C&W Plant per Total line $ 482.60 $ 465,71 $ 439,21 $ 405,70 $ 377,06 $ 356,18 $ 337.23 $ 31050 $ 264.79 -45% -6.5% -30% -42%

Source: VT data from ARMIS 43-03 and 43-08, as data is from ARMIS 43-02 and 43-08
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Time Trend Analysis of Cable and Wire plus Circuit Equipment Net Investment per Line
2000 vs 1992 2000 vs 1996 Estimate

Overall 2000 vs 1992 Overall growth 1996
VZ-VT 1992 1993 1994 1995 '99. 1997 1998 1999 2000 ",- CAGR Growth to 2002
Total Access Lines 287,809 300,2e9 312,417 328,910 353,152 365,755 369,390 386,417 433,226 5'%
Cable & Wire Facilities (eoy) 339,159 358,888 375,790 390,315 405,499 418,808 435,883 452,236 468,119

Estimated Net C&W Plant 199,942 201,024 197,599 192,154 190,125 187,524 188,022 182,392 177,822 -11%

Circuit Equipment 120,837 130,491 138,465 146,428 144,352 155,054 163,226 175,993 191,626

Net Circuit Equipment Investment 63,496 64,974 65,871 66,117 65,289 67,755 68,420 73,540 79,939 2.%

NetC&W +Circuit Inv per tot line , 915,32 , 885.87 , 843,33 , 785.23 , 723.24 , 697.95 , 688.82 , 662,32 , 594.98 -35% ~.7% -'6% -27%

VZ NET - Total 1992 1993 1994 1995 '99. 1997 1998 1999 2000
Total Access Lines 5,823,951 6,054,n7 6,290,296 6,628,111 7,071,906 7,456,098 7,822,334 8,319,859 9,423,434 .2%
Cable & Wire Facilities (eoy) 4,767,617 5,034,111 5,254,102 5,462,057 5,687,163 5,931,188 6,180,856 6,405,185 6,588,670
Acumulated Depreciation 1,956,994 2,214,347 2,491,369 2,n3,053 3,020,640 3,275,457 3,542,927 3,821,899 4,073,465

Net C&WF Plant 2,810,623 2,819,764 2,762,733 2,689,004 2,668,523 2,655,731 2,637,929 2,583,286 2,495,205 ·11%

c&W Depreciation Reserve 41" 44" 47" 51" 53" 55" 57" .." ""Circuit Equipment 2,088,143 2,189,993 2,282,506 2,422,063 2,436,459 2,623,616 2,814,194 3,106,589 3,482,950

Acc. Dep: Circuit Equipment 989,944 1,089,506 1,196,689 1,328,428 1,334,476 1,477,152 1,634,557 1,808,474 2,030,002

Net Circuit Equipment Investment 1,096,199 , ,080,487 1,085,837 1,093,635 1,101.983 1,146,464 1,179,637 1,298,115 1,452,948 33%
C&W Depreciation Reserve 47" 50" 52" .." .." 56" 5." 5." .."
Net C&W + Circuit Equipment Inv per Total Line , 670,82 , 644.16 , 611.83 , 570,70 , 532.88 , 509,94 , 488.03 , 466.52 , 418,97 -3.% -5.1% -21% -3,%

Source VT data from ARMIS 43-03 and 43-08, BS data is from ARMIS 43-02 and 43-08



EXHIBIT
PART F-2

SECTION 1
PAGE 1 OF 1

DAILY USAGE FILE

COST RESULTS SUMMARY

Lieberman Exh. A-12

LINE
A

ITEM
B

SOURCE
C

AMOUNT
D

PROCESSING/TRANSMISSION/PRODUCT MANAGEMENT
1 PROCESSING COSTS PER RECORD

2 TRANSMISSION COSTS PER RECORD

3 PRODUCT MANAGEMENT COSTS PER RECORD

4 SUBTOTAL COSTS PER RECORD

5 OVERHEAD

6 GROSS REVENUE LOADING

WP PG 1 Line 4 $0.000720

WP PG 2 Line 4 $0.000142

WP PG 3 Line 5 $0.000065

Line 1 + Line 2 + Line 3 $0.000928

Exh. H Sect. 3 Line 12 0.068901

Exh. H Sect. 3 Line 13 0.002605

7 TOTAL COST PER RECORD Ln 4 x (1 + Ln 5) x (1 + Ln 6) 1 $0.0009941

MAGNETIC TAPE
8 TRANSMISSION COSTS PER MAGNETIC TAPE Previously Filed $20.12

9 TOTAL COST PER MAGNETIC TAPE Ln 8 x (1 + Ln 5) x (1 + Ln 6) I $21.56 I



DAILY USAGE FILE

PROCESSING COSTS - Per RECORD

WORKPAPER
PART F-2

SECTION 1
PAGE 1 OF 4

Lieberman Exh. A-13

LINE
A

1

2

3

4

ITEM

B

Service Units per Record Processed

Million Service Units per Record Processed

Cost per Million Service Units

Cost per Record Processed

SOURCE

C

PG 4 Line 33-Data Center Actuals

Line 1 /1,000,000

Module 1 of 98-C-1357

Line 2 x Line 3

$

AMOUNT
D

8.1011

0.0000081011

88.90

0.000720188



DAILY USAGE FILE

TRANSMISSION COSTS - Per RECORD

WORKPAPER
PART F-2

SECTION 1
PAGE 2 OF 4

Lieberman Exh. A-14

LINE
A

1

2

3

4

ITEM
B

Previously Filed Cost per Record Transmitted

Labor Rate from Previous Filing

Current Labor Rate

Updated Cost per Record Transmitted

SOURCE
c

Data Center Actuals $

Line 1 /1,000,000 $

Service Costs Labor Rate Group $

Line 1 x Line 3/Line 2 $

AMOUNT
D

0.000117

36.98

45.01

0.000142



LINE
A

DAILY USAGE FILE

PRODUCT MANAGEMENT COSTS - Per RECORD

ITEM
B

SOURCE
C

WORKPAPER
PART F-2

SECTION 1
PAGE 3 OF 4

AMOUNT
D

Lieberman Exh. A-15

1 Dedicated DUF Product Managers across SA Footprint Product Management 1.0

2 Yearly Labor Rate (111/2001) Service Costs $ 116,995.69

3 Annual Product Management Labor Costs Line 1 x Line 2 $ 116,996

4 Estimated Annual DUF Records Product Management' 1,800,000,000

5 Product Management Cost per Record Line 3 / Line 4 $ 0.000065

• Based on December 1999 Actuals for BA-South
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DATA CENTER DATA

WORKPAPER
PART F-2

SECTION 1
PAGE 4 OF 4

Line
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12

CPU Time

Job Minutes Seconds Records
Seconds per

Processor
SU per Service Units

Record Second per Record
MCR36017 10 23 1,713,449 0.0003636 Y76 5,797.1014 2.1078
MCR36021 3 44 382,311 0.0005859 Y66 5,941.3294 3.4811
MCR36022 16 28 2,059,587 0.0004797 Y66 5,941.3294 2.8501
MCR36023 5 23 690,491 0.0004678 Y66 5,941.3294 2.7793
MCR36024 7 40 559,766 0.0008218 R95 2,002.7538 1.6458
MCR36025 7 58 708,490 0.0006747 R95 2,002.7538 1.3512
MCR36026 5 24 669,420 0.0004840 R95 2,002.7538 0.9693
MCR36027 12 51 1,686,523 0.0004572 Y76 5,797.1014 2.6502
MCR36069 5 44 694,984 0.0004950 Y76 5,797.1014 2.8694
MCR36072 4 13 466,354 0.0005425 Y66 5,941.3294 3.2232
MCR36074 6 36 1,126,090 0.0003517 Y66 5,941.3294 2.0893 I

Weighted Average 2.3778

CPU Time

13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

Job Minutes Seconds Records
Seconds per

Processor
SU per Service Units

Record Second per Record
MCR36417 51 131,582 0.0003876 Y76 5,797.1014 2.2469
MCR36421 1 7 3,500,478 0.0000191 Y66 5,941.3294 0.1137
MCR36422 1 15 2,786,376 0.0000269 Y66 5,941.3294 0.1599
MCR36423 26 903,850 0.0000288 Y66 5,941.3294 0.1709
MCR36424 2 14 212,633 0.0006302 R95 2,002.7538 1.2621
MCR36425 1 56 2,294,213 0.0000506 R95 2,002.7538 0.1013
MCR36426 1 33 1,715,682 0.0000542 R95 2,002.7538 0.1086
MCR36427 1 30 3,952,391 0.0000228 Y76 5,797.1014 0.1320
MCR36469 1 59 2,364,266 0.0000503 Y76 5,797.1014 0.2918
MCR36472 55 2,734,548 0.0000201 Y66 5,941.3294 0.1195
MCR36474 56 2,592,362 0.0000216 Y66 5,941.3294 0.1283

Weighted Average 0.1661

25
26
27
28
29
30

Job Minutes Seconds Records
Seconds per

Processor
SU per Service Units

Record Second per Record
MCR36627 51 1,634,946 0.0000312 Y76 5,797.1014 0.1808
MCR63074 8 30 2,921,681 0.0001746 Y66 5,941.3294 1.0371
MCRINPUT 2 29 1,399,032 0.0001065 Y66 5,941.3294 0.6328
MCR33000 6 45 22,647,987 0.0000179 Y66 5,941.3294 0.1062
MCR33RSL 19 1,738,856 0.0000109 Y66 5,941.3294 0.0649
MCR63RSL 0.13 779 0.0001669 Y66 5,941.3294 0.9915

2.3778 1
0.1661

AC311 Used MCR360xx Weighted Average as Surrogate
AMA311 MD Used MCR364xx Weighted Average as Surrogate

31
32

33 TOTAL Service Units Line 12 + Line 24 + Sum (Lines 25 through 32) '__--::.8.:.:.1.::.01.:..;1:..J1



DUF Rate Comparison

Lieberman Exh. A-17

Vermont
New York - Ordered
Pennsylvania

Rate I % Diff in
Rates

Per record VT vs Others
$ 0.003964 0%
$ 0.001001 296%
$ 0.000356 1013%
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Connectivity Margin for Verizon Vermont

Lieberman Exh. B-1

Zone weights
Loop
Port
Usage
DUF
Platform - Recurring Cost
NRC
Total Platform (w/~RC)

Basic Local Svc

15% 36% 48%
$14.69 $7.72 $8.35 $21.63
$1.03 $1.03 $1.03 $1.03
$8.75 $8.75 $8.75 $8.75
$1.03 $1.03 $1.03 $1.03

$25.50 $18.53 $19.16 $32.44
$0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

$25.50 $18.53 $19.16 $32.44

Zone 1 $ 18.35
Zone 2 $ 18.35
Zone 3 $ 18.35

Basic Local Svc -Statewide $ 18.35

Other Revenue Sources
Features $ 2.25
Subscriber Line Charge $ 5.00
Access $ 1.25
Total Revenue

Zone 1 $ 26.85
Zone 2 $ 26.85
Zone 3 $ 26.85

Total Revenue -Statewide $ 26.85 ._-
-,--~

W-k'_ , ___ ><hO '!'

Zone 1 $ 8.32 31%
Zone 2 $ 7.69 29%
Zone 3 $ (5.59) -21%
Residence Statewide $ 1.35 5%
Connectivity margin



Vermont
UNE-P: Current UNE Rates

By Density Zone Urban Suburban Rural Statewide
>650 lines sq. 76 - 650 lines sq. . .

mi.
. <76 lines sq. ml.

mi.

A. Residence Line Distribution 15% 36% 48% 100%
B. Loop $7.72 $8.35 $21.63 $14.69
C. Analog Line Side Port $1.03 $1.03 $1.03 $1.03
D. Local Switch Usage $0.004003
E. Local Switch - Common Trunk Port $0.000287
F Tandem Switching $0.000921
G Tandem Switching - trunk port $0.000294
H Common Transport $0.000630
I DUF: Per Record Processed $0.003853
J DUF: Per Record Transmitted $0.000111

Lieberman Exh. B-2



Residential Toll Conversation MOU Per line Per Month
Average Residential Toll Minutes 4QOO - 3Q01

Verizon Vermont

Intra-Lata Intra-5tate 18.2

Inter-State .
Inter-Lata Intra-State .

Inter-State 88.4

Source: TNS ReQuest Market Monitor and Bill Harvesting Study

ARMIS-Based Local OEM Per line Per Month

2000 Per Line Total OEM per Estimated 2002
Per Month line CAGR: Per Line Per
Local OEM 2000 vs 1998 Month Local OEM

2-Way OEM per Line 1,447 8.9% 1,715
1-Way OEM per Line 724 858

Lieberman Exh. B-3



Lieberman Exh. 8-4

Vermont - Verizon Usage Rate Rate Application I
Local Intralala toll Interstate lnterLATA

I interswitch local On ILEe Network
intralata toll intralata toll interlata toll interlata toll

AHD Rates intraswitch local direct tandem direct tandem direct tandem
EO Switching orig $ 0.004003 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Local Switch - Common Trunk Port $ 0.000287 2 2 2 2 1 1
Common Switched xport $ 0.000924 1 2 1 2 1
Tandem switching usage $ 0.000921 1 1 1
Reciprocal Camp/eo term $ 0.004003 1 1 1 1 1
Tandem Switch· Common Trunk Port $ 0.000294 2 2 2

0.2500 0.2500 0.2500 0.2500 0.2500 0.2000 0.2000

$ 0.0080060 $ 0.0095040 I $0.0119370 $ 0.0095040 $ 0.0119370 $0.0042900 $ 0.0067230

I~U 300.1 , I 546.3 ,I 11.1 14.6 : I 3.6 141.4 35.4
Cost per Line $ 2.402902 $ 5.191565 $ 0.133073 $ 0.138638 $ 0.043532 $ 0.606722 $ 0.237703

MOU Assumptions Outbound Inbound total intraoffice tandem
Local 858 0 858 35% 2%
IntraLATA ToU 18 0 18 0% 20%
Intrastate InterLATA 0% 20%
Interstate Intert..ATA 88 88 177 0% 20%
Total 964 88 1053

Usage RecOrds Usage Records

Conversation
MOUIMSG Outbound Inbound

Local 4 214
lntraLATA Toll 4 5 5
Intrastate InterLATA 4 0 0
Interstate lnterLATA 5 18 18

259



Usage Cost Per Line

Lieberman Exh. B-5

UNE Usage Cost by Service

Local

%MOU UNE Cost
Average
Cost per Line

Intraswitch local
Interswitch direct local

Interswitch tandem local

35% $
64% $

1% $
$

0.008006
0.009504
0.011937
0.009011 7.73

IntraLATA Toll
On ILEC Network

intralata toll direct 80% $ 0.009504
intralata toll tandem 20% $ 0.011937

$ 0.009991

Intrastate InterLATA
interlata toll direct 80% $ 0.004290

interlata toll tandem 20% $ 0.006723
$ 0.0047766

Interstate InterlLATA
interlata toll direct 80% $ 0.004290

interlata toll tandem 20% $ 0.006723
$ 0.0047766

Total usage cost per line $

0.18

0.84
8.75



VZ Vermont_Daily Usage File Calculation

Lieberman Exh. 8-6

Usage Recording Costs Rate Application Factor Cost/Month

DUF: Per Record Processed
DUF: Per Record Transmitted

Total

$ 0.003853
$ 0.000111

$ 0.003964

Per Record

Per Record

259
259

Records/Bill

Records/Bill

$
$

$

1.00
0.03

1.03



Lieberman Exh. B-7

Vermont: YEAR 2001 : Access Revenue Calculation

REVENUE:
Access Revenues

Zone 1 I
$ 1.25 $

Zone 2 I Zone ~

1.25 $ 1.25

2001 Access Rates

G

WITH DEDICATED TRANSPORT WITHOUT DEDICATED TRANSPORT 1

INTRASTATE INTERSTATE INTRASTATE 1

STATE ORIGINATING ITERMINATING ORIGINATIN ITERMINATIN ORIGINATIN ITERMINATINI

VT 0.0179171 0.017971 0.0036741 0.003112 0.0158031 0.0152831


